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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is in response to applicant's response received on 
10/17/2005. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-32, 34-55, 57-59 and 67-69 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-7 and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Safinya et al. U.S. Patent 4,839,644 in view of Jennings U.S. Patent 
5,172,112. 

Regarding claims 1 and 40, Safinya et al. teaches a system for use in a well, 
comprising at least one wireless network device (column 5 lines 40-57; subsystem 145 
is a network device) in the well (Figure 1 , unit 115) (column 3 lines 42-45; the downhole 
transmitter/receiver and antenna are network devices). However, Safinya et ai. does 
not teach short-range wireless communication. 
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Jennings, in the same field of endeavor, teaches a system for use in a well, 
which uses short-range wireless communication (column 1, lines 50-62) for data 
transfer. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to alternatively provide short-range wireless 
communication instead of long-range communication to the system disclosed by Safina 
et al., as evidenced by Jennings, in order to transmit data. 

Regarding claim 3, the system disclosed by Safinya et al. also comprises an 
interlink wireless network device (Figure 4, unit 161) positioned proximal the surface of 
the well; and a communication line interconnecting the interlink wireless network device 
to a surface controller (Figure 4, unit 450). 

Regarding claims 4 and 41, the wireless network device disclosed by Safinya et 
al. also communicates with a downhole device (Figure 2, unit 210). 

Regarding claim 5, the downhole device disclosed by Safinya et al. also 
includes gauges (Figure 2, unit 21 1-214). 

Regarding claims 6, 7 and 42, the wireless network device disclosed by Safinya 
et al. is also in communication with a power source (Figure 2, unit 260), which is a 
battery. 

5. Claims 2, 10, 11, 14, 19-24, 44-46, 51, 67 and 69 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Safinya et al. U.S. Patent 4,839,644 in view 
of Jennings U.S. Patent 5,172,112 in view of Walsh et al. U.S. Patent 6,603,977 . 
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Regarding claims 2, 10, 67 and 69, even though Jennings teaches short range 
communication, but NOT specifically using a Bluetooth wireless communication, 
however, one skilled in the art would recognize that Bluetooth wireless communication 
has been known as a short range type of communication protocol and has been used in 
many different environments for short-range communication such as communication 
between two cellular phones, communication between keyboards and computers etc., 
as evidenced by Walsh et al. (abstract). Therefore, by conventionality, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to alternatively substitute the short range 
communication, disclosed by Jennings, with Bluetooth communication. 

Regarding claims 11, 14, 44-46 and 51, Safinya et al. also teaches a wireless 
network device outside the well adapted to communicate with at least one wireless 
network device in the wellhead (Figure 4). 

Regarding claims 19 and 21-23, Safinya et al. also teaches a first wireless 
network device (Figure 4 unit 495) positioned outside a casing in the well; a second 
wireless network device (Figure 1, unit 145) positioned inside the casing of the well; the 
first wireless network device and the second wireless network device adapted to 
communicate with one another. 

Regarding claims 20 and 24, Safinya et al. also teaches a memory device 
(Figure 4, processor 450 inherently contains memory) communicating with the first 
wireless network device. 
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6. Claims 1, 8, 9, 16-19, 23, 28, 29, 39, 40, 43, 47, 49 and 68 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tubel et al. U.S. Patent 6,192,980 in view 
of Jennings U.S. Patent 5,172,112 and in further view of Walsh et al. U.S. Patent 
6,603,977. 

Regarding claims 1, 39, 40, 47 and 68, Tubel et al. teaches a system for use in 
a well comprising at least one wireless network device (Figure 2, unit 22 and column 9 
lines 45-51) in the well. However, Tubel et al. does not teach short-range wireless 
communication. 

Jennings, in the same field of endeavor, teaches a system for use in a well, 
which uses short-range wireless communication (column 1 , lines 50-62) for data 
transfer. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to alternatively provide short-range wireless 
communication instead of long-range communication to the system disclosed by Safina 
et al., as evidenced by Jennings, in order to transmit data. 

Even though Jennings teaches short range communication, but NOT specifically 
using a Bluetooth wireless communication, however, one skilled in the art would 
recognize that Bluetooth wireless communication has been known as a short range type 
of communication protocol as evidenced by Walsh et al. (abstract) and, by 
conventionality, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to alternatively 
substitute the short range communication, disclosed by Jennings, with Bluetooth 
communication. 
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Regarding claims 8 and 43, Tubel et al. also teaches at least one wireless 
network device positioned at a lateral branch of a multilateral well (Figure 2, unit 22 is a 
wireless network device). 

Regarding claims 9 and 23, Tubel et al. also teaches a first wireless network 
device (Figure 2, unit 22) positioned in a lateral branch of a multilateral well; a second 
wireless network device (Figure 1 , unit 24) positioned outside the lateral branch in the 
well; the first wireless network device and the second wireless network device 
positioned within range of one another. 

Regarding claim 16, Tubel et al. also teaches at least one secondary 
communication system (Figure 1, unit 10 or unit 52 and column 13 lines 13-24) in 
communication with the at least one wireless network device. 

Regarding claim 17, the secondary communication system disclosed by Tubel 
et al. is a satellite system (column 13 lines 20-24). 

Regarding claim 18, the secondary communication system disclosed by Tubel 
et al. also provides communication between the at least one wireless network device 
and a location selected from a remote land-based location and an offshore surface 
location (the communication system 10 shown in Figure 1 is an offshore surface 
location). 

Regarding claims 28 and 29, Tubel et al. also teaches at least a portion of the 
tubing extends through a casing in the well; a third wireless network device (see Figure 
2, there are three wireless network devices 22) positioned inside the casing of the well; 
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the first wireless network device, the second wireless network device, and the third 
wireless network device are adapted to communicate with one another. 

Claim 19 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 28. 

Regarding claim 49, Tubel et al. also teaches at least one wireless network 
device in the well located at a predetermined position as already discussed above. 
Tubel et al. also teaches an actuation circuitry in the tool adapted to detect a signal from 
the connected wireless network device to actuate the tool (column 23, lines 60-63). 

7. Claim 48 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tubel 
etal. U.S. patent 6, 192,980 in view of Jennings U.S. Patent 5,172,1 12 in view of Walsh 
et al. U.S. Patent 6,603,977 and in further view of MacLeod U.S. Patent 4,578,675. 

Regarding claim 48, Tubel et al. in view of Jennings and Walsh et al. teaches 
the method as claimed in claim 47. However, Tubel et al. in view of Jennings and 
Walsh et al. does not teach determining the depth of a tool in the well using at least one 
of the wireless network devices. 

MacLeod, in the same field of endeavor, teaches a system for use in a well, 
which includes a depth measuring device for determining the depth of the tool in the 
well (column 14, lines 53-63). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide a depth correlation circuitry that is adapted to 
detect a signal from the wireless network device to determine the depth of the tool in the 
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well disclosed by Tubel et al. in view of Jennings, as evidenced by MacLeod, in order to 
determine the depth of the tool in the well. 

8. Claims 52-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jennings U.S. Patent 5,172,1 12 in view of Head U.S. Patent 6,655,453. 

Regarding claim 52, Jennings teaches a subsea networking system (abstract) 
comprising: 

A wireless network device positioned in a subsea structure (the device shown in 
figure 2); and a subsea vehicle (Figure 3, unit 19 and column 2 lines 29-33) having a 
wireless network device therein that is adapted to communicate with the wireless 
network device positioned in the subsea structure. 

Even though, Jennings does not specifically teach said communication uses RF 
wireless protocol, however, one skilled in the art would recognize that RF wireless 
protocol has been commonly used in wireless communication systems, as evidenced by 
Head (column 7, lines 20-29). 

Therefore, by conventionality, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide RF wireless protocol to the 
transmission system disclosed by Jennings, as evidenced by Head, in order to 
wirelessly transmit data. 

Regarding claim 53, the subsea structure disclosed by Jennings is also a 
wellhead (column 2 lines 19-28). 
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Regarding claim 54, the subsea vehicle disclosed by Jennings is also an ROV 
(column 2 lines 29-33). 

Claim 55 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 52. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 33, 56 and 59-66 are allowed. 

Regarding claim 56, the prior arts of record fail to teach or disclose a subsea 
telemetry system as claimed in claim 55, which further comprises a guidance circuitry of 
the subsea vehicle in communication with the wireless network device of the subsea 
vehicle, the guidance circuitry adapted to determine the relative position of the subsea 
vehicle based upon input from the interconnected wireless network device. 

Regarding claims 33 and 60, the prior arts of record fail to teach or disclose a 
system as claimed in claims 33 and 60, respectively, which further comprises at least 
another wireless network device for location in the well, the first wireless network device 
to perform triangulation of signals to determine relative position of the tool to the second 
wireless network device and the at least another wireless network device. 

Regarding claim 58, the prior arts of record fail to teach or disclose the system 
as claimed in claim 58, wherein the second wireless network device transmits the 
location code to the first network device. 

Regarding claim 61, the prior arts of record fail to teach or disclose a system as 
claimed in claim 61 , wherein the second wireless network device sends an actuating 
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signal to the first wireless network device for actuating the too once the tool comes 
within range of the second wireless network device. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Hung Q. Dang whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3069. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30AM-6PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Horabik can be reached on (571) 272-3068. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Hung Q. Dang 



Conclusion 



11/28/2005 




H.D. 
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